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REAL PARTY IN BVTEREST 

The real party in interest is co-inventors Steven S. Ibara, Crystal G. Steinlce. Joel R Jones. 
Vidcy Oreenbaum, Woodley Packard, and Elisa Jones. 
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RELATED APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 
None 
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STATUS OF CLAIMS 



1. Rejected 

2. Rejected 
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4. Rejected 

5. Rejected 

6. Canceled 

7. Rejected 

8. Rejected 

9. Rejected 

10. Rejected 

11. Rejected 

12. Canceled 

13. Rejected 

14. Rejected 

15. Canceled 

16. Rejected 
IT Canceled 

18. Rgected 

19. Rejected 

20. Rejected 

21. Rejected 

22. Rejected 

23. Rejected 

24. Rejected 
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STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 
None 
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SUMMARY OF CLAIMEU SUBJECT MATTER 

In accordance with MPEP § 1205.02, this section omitted by applicants pro se. 
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GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 

Ja accordance with MPEP § 1205.02. this section omitted by applicants ^iro se. 
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ARGUMENT 
General 

Prior to discussing the claims, appellants will first discuss the general novelty of the present 
invention and its unobviousness over the refierences. 

Appellants have created the first page holder capable of reliably securing pages against tfie ^nd 
and the closing tendency of bound books» while enabling the user to turn pagps immediately — 
without adjusting the device, without loss of retention, and without damage to the page. 
Appellants' revolutionary discoveiy of the structural conditions necessary for these results are 
found nowhere in the prior art Appellants submit that the novel physical features of independent 
claims 1, 11,21, and 23 are unobvious and hence patmtable under § 103 since they inoduce new 
and unexpected results over the references, or any combination of prior ait 

These new and unexpected results are the abiliQr of appellants* device to retain pages in an open 
position while enabling immediate, secure page turns. This results in a dramatic decrease in 
time, effort* and complexity. Appellants* page holder is therefore vastly siiperlor to that of the 
references, or any possible combination of prior arL The novel features of appellants* annratus 
and mediod wfaidi eSect these differences are> as sta^ clearly recited in the claims. 

Appellants' Results Neither Known, Nor Intended^ Nor Appreciated 

The main reference upon which the last Office Action relies (U.S. Patent No. 5,377^946 to 
Paimu) discloses a page holder, but not appellants* results, i.e.» the new ability to turn a page 
under effective letentioiL The Supreme Court (U.S.Me. 1923) held that, ^Tbe accidental 
I^oduction of the result..when the resuh was not Intended and not appreciated, does not 
constitute anticipation'' (Eibel Process Co: v. Minnesota & Ontario Paper Co., 43 S.Ct 322» 261 
U,S. 45, 67 L.Ed 523 [Emphasis supplied.]). Pannu neither intended nor appreciated appellants* 
resxilts. as evidenced by the fact that there is no mention of said results in his patent 
Furthermore, when stating his advantages, Pannu describes his as page holder which can be 
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easily manipulated** (c. 1 , 11. 36-37). This demonstfates that appellants' discovery— that pages 
can be safely turned withotu manipulation of the page holder— was not known to Pannu. In fact, 
he makes no mention whatsoever of page turning. Even if Pannu had accidentally set his page 
holder at a tension necessary to produce appellantsV results, as stated in the above case, the 
reference does not anticipate, and the present invention is clearly patentable over the reference. 

The InventioD Makes an Unsiiggested Modification 

Pannu makes no indication that his book holder be modified in a manner required to meet 
appellants* independent claims 1, 1 1, 21, and 23. The Supreme Court (U.S.Me. 1930) discerned 
dmt: "Question in determining 'anticipation* is not what is precise scope of claims^ but ^^t is 
disclosed in specification*' (Minerals Separation North American Corp. v. Magma Copper Co., 
50 S.a.. 185, 280 U.S. 400, 74 L.EA 511). Appellants' creative initiative demonsttates the page 
holder's unobviousness. 

Overwhelming Publie Interest and Commercial Acquieseenoe/Potentlai 

The battle to control sheet music in the wind has vexed musicians for centuries. The crux of the 
problem is simply this: the more securely the pag^s are retained against tte wind, the more 
impossible a timely page-turn becomes. Our invention enables page turning under effective 
relation. The impact of appellants' discovery onthe musical community alone is of a 
magnitude incomparable to the combined refbiences which con^vise the rejecticKis. Appellants 
are in the process of licensing their page holder to worlds-renowned musical accessory 
manufiicturer Jim Dunlop, who has been developing the present invention for market at his 
expense. He has made a working prototype of the basic invention, and beyond this, is currently 
integrating appellants' device into a whole line of products designed around the present 
invention* Appellants hear continual inquiries, ranging from students to conductors, into the 
availability of our '"WindRein" page holder, as the musical conununity clamors for Ais solution 
to their centuries-long-felt, unsolved need. To further demonstrate the scale of public interest, in 
a face-to-face conversation on January 20, 2006 between appellant Elisa Jones and Disneyland 
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Band Director Art Drag0iu the latter expressed great interest, requested to be kept updated, and 
offcmd that the Dfaneyland Band might beta-test the present invention. 

The Supreme Court (U.S. 1966) stated that providing people with such innovation is the basis for 
meiriting patent protection: "Vk basic quid pro quo contemplated for granting patent monopoly 
is benefit derived by the pubUc from invention with substantia) utiUty" (U.S.C.A. § 101. Brenner 
V. Manson, 86 S.Ct 1033, 383 U.S. 519, 16 L.Ed.2d 69). 

New Principle of Operation Producing Vahiabie Result In Crowded Art 
The value ascribed by those eagerly awaiting the use of appellants' new principle of operation 
militates further for its petentaWlity. The Supreme Court (U.S.N. Y. 1 859) "held that, though the 
parts of the machinery were old, yet they were so applied as to make the newly discovered 
principle available, and to produce a new and valuable result" (Le Roy v. Tatham, 63 U.S. 132. 
22 How. 132, 16L,Ed. 366). The Supreme Court (U.S.Me. 1923) declared fiirther that "even 
though an invention was not a pioneer potent, creating a new art, but was an improvement on an 
old machine, it is entitled to liberal constniction to secure to the inventor the reward he deserves, 
if it was a very useful discovery vrfiich has substantially advanced the art" OBibcI Process Co. v. 
Minnesota & Ontario Paper Co.. 43 S.Ct 322, 261 U.S. 45, 67 L.Ed. 523). There is a plethora of 
book holders and page holdeis in die prior art. all of which prevent immediate page turning by 
the constrahits of their retaining dements. Even a small step in such a crowded field is 
significant; far more so is appellants' majot advance. 

That tiic present invendon's results entide its creators to patent protection was stated succinedy 
by the Supreme Court (U.S.Ma8s. 1 842): "A patentable 'invention' consists in a new and usefUI 
means of obtaining a desired end" (Carver v. Hyde, 41 U.S. 513. 16 Pet 513, 10 L.Ed 1051). 
The patentable value of sudi "new and useful means" was also apimised by the Supreme Court 
(U.S.Ohio 1909). stating that: " ..an invention or discovery of ainocess or method invohong 
mediamcal operations and producing a new and useful result is within die scope of Rev.SLU.S. § 
4886, 35 U.S.C.A. §§ 101, 102, 161, securing protection to the inventor of any new and 
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useliil art. machine, manufiicture, or composition of matter, or any new and usefid 
improvement thereor (Expanded Metal Co.. v. Bradford. 29 S.CL 652. 214 U.S. 366. 53 L.Ed. 
1034). {Emphasis sui^lied] 

Reference Failed to Achieve Success 

The new page holder's tremendous potential for commercial success shines in staik contrast with 
Pannu's reference, as his first maintenance fee was never paid, and his patent was aUowed to 
expire well before the end of the coverage it might have affcoded him. Clearly, Pamm's device 
fell short of the long-awaited sohition embodied by appellants' discovery. The Supreme Court 
(U.S.Ohio 1868) held: "Whcnapatenthasbeenissuediw improvements in a machine, which 
resulted unsuccessfiiUy and were finally abandoned, any person may take tq) the subject of 
improvements where it was left by die patentee, and if successftU in perfecting the invention and 
adapting it to actual use, he is the inventoi" (Whitely v. Swayne, 74 U.S. 685, 7 Wall 685 19 
L.Ed, 199). 

AppellBBts' Deviee is a Contrarian Invention* Never Before Implemented 

Those skilled in the art would have no motivation to modify Pannu's book holder in order to 
achieve appellants' results, since common sense and eiqierienoe teach that turning a page without 
first removing retention will result in damage to the page. According to the Supreme Court 
(U.S.Ct.CI. 1966X "Known disadvantages in old devices which would naturally discourage 
search for new inventions may be taken into accoum in determining obviousness" (U.S. v. 
Adams. 86 S.Q, 708. 383 U.S. 39. 15 L.Ed.2d 572). If the piesent invention Sve«, obvious, those 
skilled in the art would surely have implemented it by now. The fact that it is not presently in 
use, despite its gteat advantages and enthusiastic market, indicates that it is not obvious. 

The Present Invention Achieves Unexpected Results 

The present invention achieves resuhs that are new, superior, unexpected, unsuggested, and 
surprising. The page is retained, but can be turned widiout touching the device itself Attached 
in Evidence Appendix are evaluations by professional musicians of varied musical backgrounds 
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and styles> originally submitted with the Amendment faxed October 20, 2004, Additionally^ in 
conjunction with said Amendment, appellants prepaied a brief video which the Examiner stated 
(over the telephone on October 8, 2004) would be **admitted to the case.*' This video 
documented the misicians^ initial exposure to the new page holder on October 25, 2003. Their 
delight and amazement are empirical evidence of unobviousness. [Please contact appellants if 
the Boaid should desire a separate copy of the previously submitted video.] All participants 
stated that fhey would purchase the device* The video also affords an on>ortunity to observe the 
present invention's great effectiveness. 

There Is No Justifieation to Combine References 

With regard to die proposed combination of Pannu and the other references cited, it is well 
known that in order for any prior-art references to be validly combined for use in a prior-art § 
103 rejection, the references themselves (or some other prior art) must suggest thai they be 
combined. E.g.. as was stated in In re Semaker. 217 U.S .P.O. t,6(CA.F.a 1983): 

[P]rior art references in combination do not make an invention obvious unless something 
in the prior art references would suggest the advantages to be derived from combining 
their teachings. 

That the suggestion to combine the references should not come fifom appellants was forcefully 
stated in Orthonedtc Boujnm^ Co. v. United States. 217 U.S^P.O. 193, 199(CA.F.C 1983): 

It is wrong to use the patent in suit [hcxc the patent apfdication] as a guide tfarou^ the 
maze of prior art references, combining the right references in the right way to achieve 
the result of Ae claims in suit [here the claims pending]. Monday moming 
quarterbacking is quite improper when resolving the question of nonobviousness in a 
court of law (here the PTOJ. 
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As was fiirther stated in Uniroval, Inc. v. Rudkfa^Wi?^ Cnrp , 5 U.Si>,Q.2d 1434 (CA.F.C. 
1988), 



[w]here prior-art references require selective combination by the court to render obvious 
a subsequent invention, there must be some reason for the combination oth^ than the 
hindsight gleaned from the invention itself . . . Something in the prior art must suggest the 
desirability and thus the obviousness of making the combination. {Emphasis supplied] 

In line with these decisions, the Board staled in Ex narte LevenenmL 28 U.S,RQ.2d 1300 
(P.T.aB,A.&I. 1993): 



In order to establish a prima facie case of obviousness, it is necessary for the examiner to 
present evidence^ preferably in the form of some teaching, suggestion, incentive or 
inference in the applied prior art, or in die form of generally available knowledge, that 
one having ordinary skill in the art would have been led to combine the relevant teachiqgs 
of the applied references in the proposed manner to arrive at the claimed invention. ... 
That which is within the cc^Mbtlittes of one skilled in the art is not synonymous with 
obviousness. ... That one can reconstruct and/or explain the theoretical mechanism of an 
invention by means of logic and sound scientific reasoning does not afford the basis for 
an obviousness conclusion unless that logic and reasoning also supplies sufficient 
impetus lo have led one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of tiie 
refisrences to make the claimed mvention. . . . Our reviewing courts have often advised the 
Patent and Trademark Office that it can satisfy the buiden of establishing a prima facie 
case of obviousness only by showing some objective teaching in either the prior art, or 
knowledge generally available to one of ordinary sktll in the art. that Vould lead* that 
individual 'to combine flie relevant teachings of the references.' ... Accordingly, an 
examiner cannot establish Obviousness by locating r^erences which describe various 
aspects of a patent applicant's irrvrention without also providing evidence of the 
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motivatiiig force which would impel one sIdUed in the art to do what the patent applicant 
has done. 

In tfke present case, there was no reason given in the O. A. to support the proposed combinations, 
and so the evidence is not sufficient to gratuitoualy and selectively substitute a part of one 
reference for a part of another reference in order to meet appellants* novel claimed c(Mnbination« 

As stated in the above Levengood case. 

That one can reconstruct and/or escplain the theoretical mechanism of an mvention by 
means of logic and sound scientific reasoning does not afford fte basis for an 
obviousness conclusion unless that logic and reasoning also supplies suffideot impetus to 
have led one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of the references to 
make the claimed invention. 

Appellants therefore submit that combining Pannu and the other references is not legally justified 
and is therefore improper, Thus they submit that the rejections on these references are also 
improper and should be reversed. 

Even if Deemed a Close Case, Appellants' Commereial Potential Tips Scale 

If there should remain any uncertainty as to tiie patentable merits of the present invention, its 
position on the brink of large-scale commeidal success bridges ^e gap. The following Supreme 
Court cases all state this clearly: 

U.S.Mass. 1876. *The single fact that a device has gone into general use and has displaced other 
devices previously employed for analogous uses does not establish in all cases that the later 
device involves a patentable invention^ but it may always be considered and when other factors 
in the case leave question in doubt, it is sufficient to turn the scale" (Smith v. Goodyear Dental 
Vulcanite Co,, 93 U.S. 486, 3 Otto 486, 23 L.Ed. 952). 
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U.S.N.Y. 1938. "Commercial success is persuasive of invention in doubtfiil cases" (Textile 
Mach. Works v. Uuis Hirsch Textile Machines, 58 S.Ct 291. 302 US. 490. 82 L.Ed. 382). 

U.S.D1. 1944. '\..once...metfaod was discovered it commended itself to public as evidenced by 
maiked conima?dal success, such Actors were entitled to weight in determining vtdietber 
improvement amounted to invention and ^ould, in close case, tip scales in favor of 
patentabilit/' (Ooodyear Tire & Rubber Co. v. Ray-O-Vac Co., 64 S.Ct 593, 321 U.S. 275, 88 
L.Ed. 721). 

U.S.KJ. 1949. "Where question of patentable invention is a close one, commercial success has 
weight in tippuig scales of judgement toward patentability" (Jungersen v. Ostt>y & Barton Co.. 
69 S.Ct 269, 335 U.S. 560. 93 L.Ed. 235. rehearing denied 69 S.Ct 599, 336 U.S. 915, 93 L.Ed. 
1078, rehearing denied 69 S.Ct 600, 336 U.S. 915, 93 L.Ed. 1078, rehearing denied 69 S.a. 
600, 336 U.S. 915, 93 L.Ed. 1078, rehearing denied 69 S.Ct 736, 336 US. 932. 93 L.Ed. 1092, 
rehearing denied 69 S.Ct. 736, 336 U.S. 931. 93 L.Ed. 1092, rehearing denied 69 S.Ct 736, 336 
US.93I,93L.Ed. 1092). 

U.S.Mo. 1966. "Such secondary considerations as commocial success, long-felt but unsolved 
needs, and fidlure of others, might be utilized to give lifi^t to drcumstanoes surrounding origin of 
subject matter sought to be patented as indicia of obviousruss or nonobviousness" (Graham v. 
John Deeie Co. of Kansas City, 86 S.Ct. 684, 383 U.S. 1, 15 L.Ed.2d 545). 

Rejection Under 35 U.S,C. § 103 Over U.S. Patent No. 5^77^ and In View of 17,$, Palent 
No. 6^75,165 

Qaimj. 

Appellants' discovery is diat a range of tension exists wlierein pages can be iitaneditUefy turned 
under retentiott. This range is very specific, and essential to the invention's results. A tension 
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setting that is too low will not retain pages against the wind A tension setting that is too bigh 
will dadiAge the page when turning is attempted Pannu's book holder makes no provision for 
this tension range» nor any mention of page turning — since, like all previous page holders, the 
reference is a device for retention only. 

The exact range of strength which appellants employ to enable page turning under retention will 
vary by size and ttu ckness of paper, and by force of wind or book binding. For this reason, 
indqjendent claim 1 describes this tension as "a predetermtned strength, being suffidently 
strong to retain pages In an open position^ yet sufficiently light to enable page turning.*' 
Claim 1 further recites a tension adjustment control* another feature alien to the Pannu reference. 
This claim defines patentably over the reference, since Pannu's page holder is limited to a fixed, 
unq)ecified tension, not enabling ihe turning of pages of varying size and thickness, in vaiying 
wind conditions* under effective retention. 

The last Office Action states that ^"Pannu discloses. . . a tensioning mechanism. set at a 
predeteimined strength being sufficiently strong to retain pages in an open position yet 
sufiicientty light to enable pag^ turning'' (page 3). The O.A. has improperly quoted fkom. 
appellants' independent claim 1 to define tiie reference. The present invention*s limitation of this 
specific tension strength is not met by Pannu, and so appellants req>ectfully request reversal of 
this rejection. 

The O. A. also states that, since US. Patent No. 6^75, 16S to Sheitatt, et al discloses a tension 
adjustment control, this limitation would have been an obvious modification to Pannu's book 
holder. As stated above, it is well known that in ordor for any i^or-art references to be validly 
combined for use in a prior-^art § 103 rejection, the references themselves (or some other prior 
art) must suggest that they be combined In the present case, there was no reason given in tiie 
O. A. to support the proposed combination, and so the evidence is not sufficient to gratuitously 
and selectively substitute a part of one reference (Shenatt's tensioning wheel) for a part of 
another reference in order to meet appellants* novel claimed combination. 
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Fanna and Shemitt, et al Are IndfviduaUy Complete 

Paimu's book holder and Sherratt's movable banier for infants arc each complete and functional 
in themselves, so there would be no reason to use parts ftom or add or substitute parts to either 
reference. 

Sherratt» et al Is From a Different Field 

Shermtt's barrier is ftom a very differem technical field than that of the invention, and is 
therefore nonaaalogous art. Sherralt. et al stretch a sheet tautly across, e.g., a doorway to prevent 
in^ts ftom passing: "NorroaUy it is desired to fix a strong tension within the barrier sheet 14. 
to provide a rehitively solid wall which is not yieldable to any appreciable extent. This is done 
by rotating the tensioning wheel 38 and thus, the roller in the tightening direction ... to rotate the 
roller 16 in the tetiaction direction and increase tension. This causes a cUck^click-click of the 
ratchet assembly, as the pawl 62 latchets against the ratchet wheel 60" (Shenatt et al. col. 5, U. 
15-23). 

By contrast, applicants* tension a4ju8tmM!t control recited in claim 1 varies the strength of the 
tenstonidg mechanism itself. This determines the force required to draw additional length of 
the retaining line ftom the tensioning mechanism. Sherratt, et al clearly show a device tiJat does 
not allow any skok to be dispensed during use, as such would be contrary to the barrier's 
fimcdon. 

Modifications Neeessary to ComUne Pannu and ^erratt, et al 

It would be necessary to make modifications not taught in the prior art in order to combine 

Pannu and Shenatt, etal in the manner suggested. This further militates ibr the present 

invention's unobviousness. 
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£ven If Pannu and SherratU et al Were to be Combmed in the 
Manner PropDsed, the Proposed Combination Would Not 
Show All the Novel Physical Features of Claim 1 

However, even if die comhinatiQQ of Pannu and Shenatt, et al were legally justified, claim 1 
would still have novel, unobvious physical features over the proposed combination. In other 
words^ appellants* invention as defined by claim 1 comprises mi^h more than merely adding a 
tensioning wheel to a reel The novelty of specific clauses in appellants' independent claims over 
the references is discussed above. 

In claim 3, appellants recite the tensioning mechanism of claim 1 as a self-retracting reel The 
O^, states that this claim is met by the refoence; however, appellants* reel is set at a 
predetermined strength as defined and argued under claim 1 , above. The reference does not 
disclose any tension setting or guidelines therefor, nor does it intend appellants' results, as argued 
above. 

Moreover, since independent claim 1 defines novel structure that produces new and unexpected 
results as described above, appellants sutnnit that such claim is cleariy patentable. Since claim 3 
merely recites additional subject matter, it is a fortiori patentaMe over Pannu and Sh^rett, et al. 

ClaiDLi 

In claim 4, appellants recite the reel of claim 3 as spring*biased The O.A. states that this claim 
is met by the reference; however, appellants' spring^biased reel is set at a predetermined strength 
as defined and argued imder claim 1 , above. The reference does not disclose any tension setting 
or guidelines tfierefor^ nor does it intend appellants* results, as argued above. 

Moreover, since independent claim 1 defines novel structure that produces new and unexpected 
residts as described above, appellants submit that such claim is clearly patentable^ Since claim 4 
merely recites additional subject matter, it is a fortiori patentable over Pannu and Sherratt, et al. 
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Claim? 

In Claim 7, appellants recite the force of tension as ranging from approximately 0.05 N to 0,6 N. 
The O. A. states that, since Shenatt, et al disclose a tension adjustment control, it would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to arrive at this specific tension range. As 
stated above, it is well known that in order for any prior-art references to be validly combined for 
use in a piior-art § 103 rejection, the references themselves (or some other prior art) must 
suggest that they be combined. Those skilled in the art would have no reason to work toward an 
optimum workable range, since tlie unexpected results which appellants discovered as detailed 
above were not wtthin tfae knowledge of those skilled in the art 

As detailed above under independent claim I. the two references are individually cotnplete. so 
there would be no reason to use parts from or add or substitute parts to eithtt reference. 
Sherratt's barrier is from a different field, and is therefore nonanalogous art. Shenatt. et al 
clearly show a device that does not allow any slack to be dispensed during use, as such would be 
contrary to the barrier's function. Therefore, appellants' specific tension nmge recited in daim 7 
is also quite inapplicable to Shenatt, et al. 

Furthermore, as detailed above, it would be necessary to make modifications not taii^ in die 
prior ait in order to combine Pannu and Sheiratt, et al in tfae manner suggested. This further 
miUtates for tfae present invention's unobviousness. However, even if the ccnnbination of Pannu 
and Sherratt, et al were legally justified, claim 7 would still have novel, unobvious physical 
features over the pri^wsed combination. The novelty of q)ecific clauses in q^pellants* 
independent claims over the references is discussed above. 

Thus appellants submit that claim I clear^ recites novel pl^stcal subject matter vAdch 
distinguishes over any possible combination ofPannu and Sherratt, etal. Since claim 7 merely 
recites additional subject matter, it is a fortiori patentable over Pannu and ShenBtt. et al. 
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In claim 10, appellants recite the page holder of claim I as applied directly to a book. The 0,A. 
states that this feature is met by the referetice. However, Pamiu discloses a book holder upon 
which a book is placed, and a page holder bonded to one side of the book holder, and extended 
across the reading matter to attach to the other side of the book holder Therefore, Panntfs page 
holder is applied directly to his book holder, with capacity for a book to be held between the 
two. Appellants' gripping members, as recited in independent claim t, have the superior 
flinctionality of attaching directly to a book, without the reference's dependence on any book 
holder. This provides the present invention's users the versatility of hands-free reading in at^ 
given setting without reliance on additional hardware, in addition to the new ability to turn pages 
without losing retention or adjusting the holder. 

Thus appellants submit that claim 1 clearly recites novel physical subject matter vMth 
distinguishes over any possible combination of Pannu and Shenratt, et al. Since claim 10 mmiy 
recites additional subject matto*. it is a fortiori patentable over Pannu and Shenatt, et al. 

£lalsLli 

Claim 1 1 recites the method for achieving appellants' results, further including the diagonal 
positioning of the invention as shown in Drawing Figure 3/ which ensures that the entire page 
remains open and readable (especially essential for musicians). The reference cleariy lacks this 
capability. One of the present invention's greatest assets is its versatility to attach in any desired 
position, to an unending variety of surfiu^s (music stands, binders, books, etc.). Again, this 
freedom and ease are not to be found in the reference's fixed, horisontal positioiL 

As stated above, an;)ellants' discovery is tiiat a range of tension exists wher^ pages can be 
inmiedtatefy turned under retention. This range is very specific, and essential to the invention's 
results. A tension setting that is too low will not retain pages against the wind A tension 
setting fliat is too high will damage the page when turning is attempted Pannu's book holder 
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makes no provision for this tension range, nor any mention of page turning— since, like all 
previous page holders* the refeienoe implies a method for retention only. 

The exact rang^ of strength which appellants employ to enable pagp turning under retention will 
vary by size and thickness of p^ser, and by force of wind or book binding. For this reason* 
independent claim 1 1 describes tiiis tension as ''a predetermined strength, being soffidently 
strong to retain pages In an open position, yet sufRcienily light to raable page turning.^ 
This claim defines patentably over the reference* since Pannu's page holder is limited to a fixed, 
unspecified tension, not enabling the turning of pages of varying size and thickness* in varying 
wind conditions, under effective retention. 

As detailed above under claim 1, the combination of Pannu's book holder with Shenatt's 
tensioning wheel is not legally justified No combination of prior art is suggested to pioduoe 
appellants* specific tension strength, nor diagonal position. These limitations set forth in the 
method of claim 11 are not met by the references, and so appellants respectfully request reversal 
of this rejection. 

In claim 13^ ai^ellants further recite the tensioning mechanism in the method of claim 1 1 as a 
seif-retracting reel The O. A. states that this claim is met by the reference; however^ appdlants' 
reel is set at a predetermined strength as defined and argued under claim 1 1, above* The 
reference does not disclose any tension setting or guidelines therefor, nor does it intend 
appdlants' results* as argued above. 

Moreover* since independent claim 1 1 defines novel structure that produces new and unexpected 
results as described above* appellants submit that such claim is clearly patentable. Since claim 
13 merely recites additional subject matter* it is a fortiori patentable over Pannu and Sheiratt^ et 
al. 



PAGE 23/49 ' RCVD AT 1 1/10/2006 1 1 :18:51 PM [Eastern Standard Tj^^^ 



NOV-10-2006 0S:35 PM 



JOEL a EI-ISA jrONES 



408 2€.T 0805 



P- 24 



Apcti, Nv"ber 10/712.281 rih^HL ri^ GAi J 3632 Aypgft^ SrirfwntA — ZlsLAZ 



QauaM 

In claim 14^ appellants Ritther recite the reel in the method of claim 13 as being spring-biased. 
The O. A. states that this claim is met by the reference; hovi^ver, appellants' spring-biased reel is 
set at a predetermined strength as defined and argued under claim 11, above. The reference does 
not disclose any tension setting or guidelines therefor, nor does it intend qyp^llants* results, as 
aigued above. 

Moreover, since independent claim 1 1 defines novel structure that produces new and unexpected 
results as described above, appellants submit that such claim is clearly patentable. Since claim 
14 merely recites additional subject matter, it is a fortiori patentable over Pannu and Shenratt, et 
al. 

In claim 16, appellants further recite the reel in the method of claim 13 as having a tension 
adjustment control. The O. A. states that, since US. Patent No. 6,375,165 to Sherratt, et al 
discloses a tension acyustment control, this limitatian would have been an obvious modification 
to Panmx*s book holder. As stated above, it is well known that in order for any prior-art 
references to be validly combined for use in a prior-art § 103 rejection, the references ihemselves 
(or some olher prior art) must suggest llurt they be combined In the pres^ case, there was no 
reason given in the O, A. to siq>pon the proposed combination, and so the evidence is not 
sufiScient to gratuitously and selectively substitute a part of one refer^ioe (Sherrstt's tensioning 
wheel) for a part of another reference in order to meet appellants* novel claimed conibination. 

As detailed above under indep^tdent claim 1, the two refoences are individually complete, so 
there would be no reascm to use parts from or add or substitute parts to either reference* 
Sherratt*s barrier is from a diffbrent field, and is therefore nonanalogous art. Shenatt, et al 
clearly show a device that does not allow any slack to be dispensed during use, as such would be 
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contrary to the bamer's function. Therefore, appellants* tension aidyustment control range recited 
in claim 16 is also quite inapplicable to Sheiratt, et al. 

Furthermore, as detailed above, it would be necessary to make modifications not taught in the 
prior art in order to combine Pannu and Sherratt, et al in the manner suggested This Anther 
militates for the present invention's unobviousness. However, even if the combination of Pannu 
and Sherratt, et al were legally justified, claim 16 would still have novel, unobvious physical 
features over iht proposed cambinati€»i. The novelty of specific clauses in appellants' 
independent claims over tiie references is discussed above. 

Thus appellants submit that claim ) 1 clearly recites novel idiysica) subject matter vMch 
distinguishes over any possible combination of Pannu and Sherratt, et al Since daim 16 merely 
recites additional subject matter, it is a fortiori patentable over Pannu aiKl Sherratt, et al. 

Claim 21 recites the method for achieving appellants' results, including providing a tension 
adjustment control. As stated above, appellants* discovery is that a range of tension exists 
wherein pages can be Imme^aiefy iurtted under MendoiL This range is very specific, and 
essential to the invention's results. A tension setting that is too low will not retain pages against 
^ wind A tension setting^ that is too high will damage the page when turning is attempted. 
Pannu*s book holder makes no provision for this tension range, nor any mention of page turning 
— since, like all previous page holders, the reference is a device for ret^on only. 

The exact range of strength which appellants employ to enable page tumii^ under retention will 
vary by size and thickness of paper, and by force of wind or book binding. For this reason, 
indq)endent claim 21 describes this tension as ^^a predetermined atrengthf being suiXiciently 
strong to retain pages in an open position, yet sufficiently light to enable page turnlngi*' 
Claim 21 fUrther recites a tension adjustment control, another feature alien to the Pannu 
reference. This claim defines patentably over the reference, since Parmu*s page holder is limited 
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to a fixedt unspecified tension, not enabling the turning of pages of varying size and thickness^ in 
varying wind conditions, under effective retention. 

As detailed above under claim 1« the combination of Pannu's book holder with Sherratt*s 
tensioning wheel is not l^ally justified. No combination of prior art is su^ested to produce 
ai^lants' specific tension strength, nor adjustment control These limitations set forth in the 
method of claim 21 are not met by the refeFences, and so appellants respectfully request reversal 
ofthisr^ection. 

Claim 22 

In claim 22, appellants recite the force of tension as ranging from approximately 0.05 N to 0.6 K 
The O.A states tiiat, since Shenatt, M al disclose a tensicm adjustment control, it would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to arrive at this specific tension ran^. As 
stated above, it is well known that in order for any prior-art references to be validly combined for 
use in a prior-art § 103 rejection, the references themselves (or some other prior art) must 
suggest that they be combined Those skilled in the art would have no reason to work toward an 
optimum workable range, since the unexpected results ^^ch appellants discovered as detailed 
above were not within the knowledge of those skilled in the art 

Furthermore^ as detailed above, it would be necessary to make modifications not taugiht in the 
prior art in order to combine Pannu and Shenratt» et al in the manner suggested. This fUrtt^r 
militates for the present invention's unobviousness. However, even if the combination of Pannu 
and Sherratt, et ai were legally justified, claim 22 would still have novel, unobvious physical 
features over the proposed combination. The novelty of specific clauses in appellants' 
independent claims over the references is discussed above. 

Thus appellants submit ^ claim 21 clearly recites novel physical subject matter which 
distinguishes over any possible combination of Pannu and Sherratt. et al. Since claim 22 merely 
recites additional subject matter, it is a fortiori patentable over Pannu and Sherratt, et al. 
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Claim 23, recites the method for achieving appellants' results, further including the use of 
multiple page holders, as shown in Drawing Figures 2 and 3. One of the invention's greatest 
assets is its versatility to attach in any desired position, to an unending variety of surfic^ (music 
stands, binders, books, etc.). The use of multiple pages holders maximizes the invention's utility 
to ensure tfiat pages are kept fWly open and visible, even under powerful wind, fieeing a user 
ftom maintaining the pages in such conditions. This is an advance of great magnitude especially 
for the musician, who is now able to concentrate on his perfonna&ce» his only remaining source 
of anxiety a possible state of being under-rdiearsed. 

The metttod described in claim 23 is simply unmet by the reference. Those skilled in the art 
would have no reason whatsoever to modify Pannu's combination bed tiay and book holder by 
increasing the number of page holders. As stated above, appellants' discovery is that a range of 
tensitm exists wherein pages can be Umne^tal^ turned under retention. This range is very 
specific and essential to the invention's results. A tension seitting that is too low will not retain 
pages against the wind. A tension setting fliat is too high will damage the page wiien turning is 
attenqpted. Ftonnu*s book holder makes no provision fat this tension range, nor any mention of 
page turning — since, like alt previous page holders, the reference is a device for retention only. 

The exact range of strength which i^jpellants onploy to enable page turning under retention will 
vaiyt^ size and thickness of paper, and by f<»ee of wind or book binding. For this reason, 
independent claim 23 describes this tension as "a predetermined strei^h* being sufficiently 
strong to retain pages in an open position, yet sufficiently llglit enable page turning." 

As detailed above under claim 1, the combination of Pannu's book holder with Sherrattls 
tensioning wheel is not legally justified. No combination of prior art is suggested to produce 
appdlants' specific tension strength, nor use of multiple page holders. Th^ limitatioos set forth 
in the mediod of claim 23 are not met by the referoices. and so appellants respectfkilly request 
reversal of tiiis rejection. 
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In claim 24, appellants Anther zecite the reel in the method of claim 23 as having a tension 
adjustment control. The OA. states that» since U.S. Patent No. 6^75,165 to Shenratt, et al 
discloses a tension adjustment control, this limitation would have been an obvious modification 
to Pannu's book holder. As staled above, it is well known that in order for any prior-art 
references to be validly combined for use in a prior-art § 103 rejection, the references themselves 
(or some other prior art) mast suggest that they be combined In the present case, there was no 
reason given in the OA to support the proposed combination, and so the evidence is not 
sufficiem to gratuitously and selectively substitute a part of one reference (Sherratt*s tensioning 
wheel) for a part of another ref^ence in order to meet appellants' novel claimed combinatioa 

As detailed above under independent claim 1» the two references are individually complete, so 
there would be no reason to use parts from or add or substitute parts to eitiier reference. 
Shenatt's barrier is fiom a different field, and is therefore nonanalogous art. Sherratt, et al 
clearly show a device that does not allow any sladc to be dispensed during use, as such would be 
contrary to the barrier's Ainction. Thmfore, appellants* tension adjustment control range recited 
in claim 24 is also quite m^licable to Sherratt, et al. 

Furthermore, as detailed above, it would be necessary to make modifications not taught in the 
jnior art in order to combine Pannu and Sherratt, et al in the manner suggested. This further 
militates for the present invention's unobviousness. However, even if die combination of Pannu 
and Shetratt, et al were legally justified, claim 24 would still have novel, unobvious physical 
features over the p-oposed combination. The novelty of specific clauses in appellants* 
independent claims over the references is discussed above. 

Thus iQspellants submit that claim 23 cleariy recites novel physical subject matter which 
distinguishes over any possible combination of Pannu and Sherratt, et al. Since claim 24 merely 
recites additional subject matter, it is a fortiori patentable over Pannu and Sherratt» et al. 
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Rejection Under 35 § 103 Over Patent No. 5^77,946 and In View of U*S* Patent 
Noa. 6;»75,16S and 5^855^29 

Claii«L2 

Claim 2 recites the gripping members of claim 1 as clamp$. The O.A. rejected claim 2 on Pannu 
in view of Sherrat, et al, and Pagano, stating that "Pagano teaches a book holder and retention 
devica..>vhich has clamping gripping members (35) attached to the support, which are used in 
order to clamp the booik cover in place, to furdier secure the book to the holder, used far 
retracting a line into the reeL..** Aside from the enor regarding the reel (Pagano does not contain 
a reel), Pagano's ''clamping gripping members" are described as "retaining clips 34 and 33 
horizontally adjustable within the respective guide openings 38 and 39 so as to be engageable 
over ih& respective portions of the book...'* These are clearly not analogous to the gripping 
members of the present invention described in claim 1 . Pagano's retaining clips function to hold 
the book against the book holder. By contrast^ applicants' clamps recited in claim 2 enable the 
page holder itsdf to be applied to any given siq>port; even directly to a book, as recited in claim 
10. 

The improprie^ of combining references without motivation from the prior art, as well as that of 
combining Pannu and Shefiatt, ^ al, has been thoroughly argued above. 

Pannu and Pagano Are JndivldiuiUy Complete 

Pannu's and Pagano's book holders are each complete and functional in themselves, so there 
would be no reason to use parts ttom or add or substitute parts to either reference. 

Modifications Necessary to Combine Pannu and Pagano 

It would be necessaiy to make modifications not tau^t in the prior art in order to combine 
Pannu and Pagano in the manner suggested. This furHier militates for the present invention's 
unobviousness* 
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Even If Pannu und Pagano Were to be Combined In the 
Manner Proposed, the Proposed Combination Would Not 
Show All the Novel Physical Features of Claim 1 

However, even tf the combination of Pannu and Pagano were legally justified* claim 1 would 
still have novel, unobvious physical features over the proposed combination. In other words, 
ai^llants' invention as defined by claim 1 comprises much more than merely substituting 
retaining clips for a retaining strip. The novelty of specific clauses in appellants' independent 
claims over the references is discussed above. 

Moreover, since independent claim 1 defines novel structure that produces new and unexpected 
results as described above, appellants submit that such claim is clearly patentable. Since daim 2 
merely recites additicmal subject matter, it is a fiuliori patentable ov^ Pannu, Shenatt, ^ al« and 
Pagano. 

Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. § 103 Over U.S. Platent No. S^77^46 and In View of UJ5. Patent 
Nos. 6,375,165 and 4S26jm 



Claims 

Pannu and Johnson Do Not Contain Any Justification to 
Support Their Combination, Much Less In the Manner Proposed 

The rejected claim 5 on Pannu in view of Johnson, since Johnson relraots duck decoys with 
a reel Wased by an elastic band. The impropriety of combining references without motivation 
fiom the prior art, as well as that of combining Pannu and Shenatt, et al» has been thoroughly 
argued above. There is no impetus in the prior art to suggest the proposed combination. 

Pannu and Johnson Are Individually Complete 

Pannu*s book holder and Johnson's cord reel for duck decoys are each complete and functional 
in themselves, so there would be no reason to use parts from or add or substitute parts to either 
reference. 
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Johnaoo U From a Different Fidd 

Johnson's cord teel for duck decoys is from a veiy different technical field than that of the 
invention, and is therefore nonanalogous art. 

Modifications Necessary to Combine Pannu and Johnson 

It would be necessary to make modifications not taught in the prior art in order to combine 
' Pannu and Johnson in the manner suggested This further militates for the present invention's 
unobviousness. 

Even If Pannu and Johnson Were to be Combined In the 
Manner Proposed, the Proposed Combination Would Not 
Show All the Novel Physical Features of Claim 1 

Howevca*, even if the combination of Pannu and Jdmson were legally justified, claim 1 (and thus 
dependent claim 5) would still have novel, unobvious i^ysicai features over the proposed 
combination. 

Moreover, since independent claim 1 defines novel structure that produces new and uncT^cted 
results as described above, appellants submit that such claim is clearly patentable. Since claim S 
merely recites additioiml subject matter, it is a fortiori patentable over Pannu, Sherratt; et al, and 
Johnson. 

Rejection Under 35 VJ5.C. § 103 Over Patent No. 5^77,946 and In View 
of U«S. Patent No. 6^7Stl65 and U.S. Patent Publication No. 2004/0076825 Al 

Claim? 
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Appellanto' Use of PVDF Produces a Synergiflin Gmiter 
Than the Respective Results of Pannu and Hashimoto, et ftl 

The O A. rejected claim 8 in view of Hashimoto, et al, since the latter reference discusses PVDF 
as used to prevent deterioration of the mechanical properties of the line. 

However, appellants* specification discusses other properties of polyvinyledine fluoride 
specifically gennawi to the present invention: "PVDF is smoother and less refractive than 
ordinary monofilaments" (h'ne 0027). Thus. PVDF provides for smoother page turns and less 
visual disHaction/distortion of the reading matter. These are decidxUy unobvious applications 
for PVDF not found in Pannu or Hashimoto, et al, or way combination thereof 

Moreover, since independent claim 1 defines novel structure that produces new and unexpected 
results as described above, ai^llants submit that such claim is clearly patentable. Since claim 8 
merety recites additional subject matter, it is a fortiori patentable over Pannu and Hashimoto, et 

Claim 9 

Appellants* Use of PVDF Produces a Synei^sm Greater 
Than the Respective Results of Pannu and HadilmotOt et al 

The O. A. rejected claim 9 in view of Hashimoto, et aU since the latter reference discusses PVDF 
as used to prevent deterioration of the mechanical properties of the line. 

However, appellants' specification discusses other properties of polyvinyledine fluoride 
specifically germane to die present invention: "PVDF is smoother and less refiacdve than 
ordinary monofilaments'' (line 0027). Thus, PVDF provides for smoother page turns and less 
visual distmction/distortion of the reading matt^. These are decidedly unobvious applications 
for PVDF not found in Pannu or Hashimoto, et al, or any combination thereof 
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Moreover, since independent claim 1 defines novel structure that produces new and unexpected 
results as described above, a^jellants submit that such claim is clearly patentable. Since claim 9 
merely recites additional subject matter^ it is a fortiori patentable over Pannu and Hashimoto, et 
al. 

Appellants* Use of PVDF Produces a Synei^glsm Greater 
Than the Respective Results of Pannu and Hashimoto^ et al 

The rejected claim 18 in view of Hashimoto, et al, since the latter reference discusses 
PVDF as used to prevent deterioration of the mechanical properties of the line. 

However, appellants' specification discusses other properties of polyvinyledine fluoride 
specifically germane to die present inventicm: *'PVDF is smoother and less refi:active than 
ordinary monofilaments" (line 0027). Thus, PVDF provides for smoother page turns and less 
visual distraction/distortion of the reading matter* These are decidedly unobvious aj^lications 
for PVDF not found in Pannu or Hashimoto, et al, or any combination thereof 

Moreover, since independent claim 1 1 defines novel structure that produces new and unexpected 
results as described above, appellants submit that such claim is clearly patentable. Since claim 
18 merely recites additional subject matter, it is a fortiori patentable over Pannu and Hashimoto, 
etal. 

Appellants* Use of PVDF Produces a Synergism Greats 
Than the Respective Resulta of Pannu and Hashimoto, et a! 

The O.A. rejected claim 19 in view of Hashimoto, et al, since die latter reference discusses 
PVDF as used to prevent deterioration of the mechanical prop^es of the line. 
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However* appellants' specification discusses other properties of polyvinyledine fluoride 
specifically germane to the present invention: **PVDF is smoother and less refractive than 
ordinary monofilaments'* (hne 0027). Thus. PVDF provides for smoother page turns and less 
visual distraction/distortion of the reading matter. These are decidedly unobvious applications 
for PVDF not found in Pannu or Hashimoto, et al, or any combination thereof 

Moreover, since independent claim 1 1 defines novel structure that imduces new and unexpected 
results as described above, appellants submit that such claim is cleariy patentable. Since claim 
19 merely recites additional subject matter, it is a fortiori patentable over Pannu and Hashimoto, 
etal. 

Rejeetion Under 35 § 103 Over U.& Patent No. 5^77^46 and In View of U*& Patent 
Noa, M75,165 and 3,»3,07S 

Claim 20 

The impcoi^ety of combining references without motivation from the prior art. as weU as that of 
cctabining Pannu and Capper. Ins been thoroug^y argued above. There is. no impetus in the 
inrior art to suggest the proposed combination. 

Pannu and Capper Are bidividvally Complete 

Pannu*s book holder and Capper's combination book hold^ and book stand are each complete 
and functional in themselves, so there would be no reason to use parts from or add or substitute 
parts to cither reference. 

ModlflcattoBs Necessary to Combine Pannu and Capper 

It would be necessary to make modifications not taught in the prior art in order to combine 
Pannu and C^>per in the manner suggested. Hiis further militates for the present invention's 
unobviousness. 
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Even If Paiiiiu and Capper Were to be Combined in the 
Manner Proposed^ the Proposed CombinatloD Wonld Not 
Show All the Novel Physical Features of Claim 11 

However, even if the combination of Pannu and Capper were legally justified, claim 1 1 (and thm 
dependent claim 20) would still have novel, unobvious physical features over tiie proposed 
combination. In odier words, appellants* invention as defined by claim 1 1 comprises much more 
than mierely substituting Capper's combination book holder and book stand for Pannu's bed txay 
and book holder. The novelty of specific clause in ^licants* independent claims over the 
references is discussed above. The advantages of applying the present invention to a clipboard 
are une3q)ected, and solve a long-felt need (e«g., at construction sites). 

Tlius applicants submit that their invention is much more tiian merely substituting one book 
holder for another and that claim 1 1 clearly recites novel physical subject matter which 
distinguishes over any possible combination of Pannu, Sherrott, et al, and Ce^iper. Since claim 
20 merely recites additional subject mattn*, it is a fortiori pat»table over the references^ 

Condition 

For all the above reasons, appellants submit that the claims all define patentably over the pnor 
art. Th^fore they submit tihat this application is condition for allowance, which action they 
respectfully solicit 
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Very respectfiilly, 
Cfvstal Steinke 



Joel Jones 
BUsa jQ&es 




■Applicants Pro S& 



Elisa Jones 
1745 Creek Dr. 
SanJos6,CA 95 125-1841 
(408) 267-0805 

Certificate of Facsimile Tnuumlsstom I certify that on the date below I will fax this paper to 
the Central Fax Number of the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office at (571) 273-8300. 
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CLAIMS APPENDIX 

The following list contains all claims that were ever in the application, with the text of all active 
claims. 

1. O^REVIOUSLY PRESENTED) A page holcter comprising: 

(a) a tensioning mechanism set at a predetermined strength, being sufficiently strong to 
retain pages in an open position, yet sufficiently light to enable pctge turning, 

(b) aplurality of gripping members, and 

(c) a retaining Une of predetermined lengthy 

(d) said tensioning mechanism being attached to one of said gripping members, and 

(e) said line being attached to said tensioning mechanism so that said teiisioning mechanism 
feeds in additional line to enable page turning and subsequently retiacts said additional 
line as the page turn is completed, 

(f) the other end of said line being attached to the second gripping member, and 

(g) the tensioning mechanism including a tension adjustment control that allows a user to 
vaiy tension the tensioning mechanism applies to the retaining line, 

^^4iereby said pages am retained in an open position, and 

whmby a us^ can tum said page without delay or encumbrance, and 

whereby the remaining pages are secure throughout the page turo. 

2. (ORIGINAL) The page holder of Claim 1, vdierein said gripping members are clamps. 

3. (ORIGINAL) The page holder of Claim 1, \^rein said tensioning mechanism is a self- 
retracting reel. 

4. (ORIGINAL) The page holder of Claim 3, wherein said reel is spring-biased 
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5. (ORIGINAL) The page holder of Claim 3, wherein said reel is biased by an elastiQ 
band. 

6. (CANCELED) 

7. (PREVIOUSLY PRESENTED) The page holder of aaim 1. wherein the torcc of tension 
ranges from i^iproximately 0.05 N to 0.6 N. 

8. (ORIGINAL) The page holder of Claim I, wherein said line is a monofilament 

9. (ORIGINAL) The pa^ holder of Claim 8, wherein said monofilament is made firom 
polyvinyledine fluoride* 

10. (ORIGINAL) The page holder of Claim 1, wherein said page holder is applied directly to 
a book. 

11. (PREVIOUSLY PRESENTED) A mediqd of retaining pages while enabling unencumbered 
manual page turning, comprising: 

(a) providing a page holder con^irising a tensioning mechanism set at a predetermined 
strength, being sufficiently strong to retain pages in an open position, yet sufficiently 
lig^t to enable page turning, said tensioning mechanism being attached to a first gripping 
member, and said tensioning mechanism disp^ising a retaining line such that said 
tensioning mechanism feeds in additional line to enable page turning and subsequently 
retracts said additional line a& the page turn is completed, the other end of said line being 
attached to a second gripping member, 

(b) providing a support for reading matter, and placing reading matter on said support. 

(c) attaching said gripping m^bers to opposing edges of said $ui^)ort, and extending said 
. line diagonally across said reading matter. 
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whereby said pages aie retained in an open position, and 

whereby a user can turn said page without delay or encumbrance, and 

whereby the remaining pages are secure throughout the page turn. 

12. (CANCELED) 

13. (ORIGINAL) The method of Claim 1 1, wherein said tensioning mechanism is a seif- 
retracting reel 

14. (ORIGINAL) The method of Claim 13, \siierein said reel is spring-biased. 

15. (CANCELED) 

16. (ORIGINAL) The method of Claim 13, further including a tension a4justmmt 
control on said reel. 

17. (CANCELED) 

18. (ORIGINAL) The method of Claim 1 1, wherein said line is a monofilament 

19. (ORIGINAL) The method of Claim 1 8« wherein said monofilament is made fi:om 
polyvinyledine fluoride. 

20. (PREVIOUSLY PRESENTED) The me&od of Claim 1 1« wherein said support is a 
clipboard 

21. (PREVIOUSLY PRESENTED) A method ofretaaning pages while enabling u^ 
manual page turning, comprising: 
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(a) providing a page holder comprising a tensioning mechanism having a tension adjustment 
control, and set at a predetermined strength, being sufficiently strong to retain pages in 
an open position, yet sufHcienily light to enable page turning, said tensioning 
mechanism being attached to a first gripping member^ and said tensioning mechanism 
dispensing a retaining line such that said tensioning mechanism feeds in additional line 
to enable page turning and subsequently retmcts said additional line as the page turn is 
oompleted, Ifae otiier end of said line being attached to a second gripping member, the 
tension actjustment control allowing a user to vary tension the tensioning mechanism 
s^lies to fhe retaining line, 

(b) providing a siqq>ort for reading matter, and placing reading matter on said ^ 

(c) attaching said gripping members to opposing edges of said sui^rt, and extending said 
line across said leading matter, 

whereby said pages are retained in an open position, and 

wherd>y a user can turn said page without delay or encumbrance, and 

whereby the remaining pages are secure throughout the page turn. 

22. (PREVIOUSLY PRESENTED) The method of Claim 21, wherein the force of tension 
ranges firom ap|»roximateIy O.OS N to 0.6 N. 

23. (PREVIOUSLY PRESENlBD^r A method of retaining pages while enabling unencumbered 
manual page turning, comprising: 

(a) providing a plurality of page holders, each comprising a tensioning mechanism set at a 
predetermined strength, being sufficiently strong to retain pages in an open position, yet 
sufficiently ligjht to enable page turning, said tensioning mechanism being attached to a 
first gripping membo-, and said tensioning mechanism dispensing a retaining line such 
that said tensioning mechanism feeds in additional line to enable page turning and 
subsequently retracts said additional Une as the page turn is completed* the other end of 
said line being attached to a second gripping member. 
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(b) providing b support for reading matter, and placing reading matter on said support, 

(c) attaching said gripping members to opposing edges of said support, and extending said 
lines across said reading matter, 

whereby said pages are retained in an open position, and 

whereby a user can turn said page witiiout delay or encumbrances and 

wheieby the remaining pages are secure throughout the page tura 

24. (PREVIOUSLY PRESE^^ED) The method of Claim 23. ft^^ 

adjustment control that allows a user to vary tension which the tensioning mechanism 
applies to the retaining line. 
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EVIDSNCE APPENDIX 

L Evaluation fomu completed by participants in a commercial evaluation of the present 
invention on October 25, 2003, originally submitted with the Amendment faxed October 
20. 2004. 

2. AdditionaUy, in conjunction with said Amendment, appdlants prepared a M 

which the Examiner stated (over the telephone on October 8, 2004) would be ''admitted 
to the case.*' Please contact appellants should the Board desire a separate copy of ttiis 
video. 



PAGE42/49'RCVDAT 11110/2006 11:18:51 PM[Eastem Standard 



NOV-10-200e 0S:4T PM JOEL & ELISl^ JONES 40S 26T 0605 P. 43 



WindRein™ Consultation Response Form 

Name 

Whet was your overall Impreaalon of WlndRcMrt™? l^tJTAbTTc/ 



Would you purchase this product? No 

If "Yes," what would you consider a fak price (or price range)? t/A/P£te 

If "No," why not? . 

What color prelerence(s) do you have for this device? ^lAcU 



In what other applications do you think WlndRein^ nrtlght be useflil (e.g^, 
papertjack books)? ^Trf^G.^5> j^fi^g^rf^l^ 900k /^/fOP^TA/F 
f^A^S?^ /CLrc^EA/ COOKBOa^ lriOLP£f^<, 

Please note any addittonal comments or concerns, 0/g fiQSMsrftffie fSfi/^Ofi 

'■CA/d^c/pg' 4WrzS£r /i^iyK/r to 

/ ^. #~r vv^^ Thank you I Your input is valuat}le to us. 



6" 
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WlndReln^ Consultation Response Form 

What W88 your overall impression of WlndRoih™? A- i-ua'^ CMi^lU^li-! 

Ak)jL^aj)\ _ 

Would you purchase this product? No 

If "Yes." what would you consider a feir price (or price range)? 

If "No," why not? ^ 

What color preiisrence(s) do you have for this device? 



In what other applications do you think WlndRein^ might be useful (e.g., 
paperl)ack books)? duW^d^ cer/ino-T^^ jhd'Lj' r^a rJi/i^'^^ 

Please note any additional comments or concerns, /ryaczl - ^'^y^ ■ 



Thank youl Your input is valuable to us. 



(9n 
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WindRein'^** ConsuHatioii Response Form 
Name /-\ni<^ 7g^n^/^ 



Whet was your ovarall imprMsion of WlndRein^? _ 




WboW you purchase this product? (^Yto^ No dt Joat^ ^ a|2 -^^{)ft*u^ 

if "Yes," what would you consider a «air price (or price range)? ^ / 

If "No." why not? 

What color preli&renoe(s) do you have for this device? cJ^^ ^ l^^'^'^'^^T^ ' . 

In what other applications do you think WindRdn™ might be useful (e.g., 
• papertiack books)? ^ A^idtiAi ^^j^^A.^^ 

Please note any additional comments or concerns. ^/{jj^^^^^^'t A^*^ 

Thank youl Your input is valuable to us. 
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WindRein™ Consultation Rosponse Form 

Name piscv Ca<'>f^\\W> . 

What was your overall impression of WindRein^ a t;sg^u>l fool ■fo<' 



Wbutd you purchase this product? (^m^ No 

If "Yes.' what would you consider a fiair price (or price range)? ^ " ^ '2- 



lf'No."whynot? 



What color preference(s) do you have for this device? cXea/r W<tc/r 

In what other applicaticNis do you think WindRein'^ might be useful (e.g., 
paperiMCk books)? VloiJI;<Tj «^ r<k.c^ ^ ^r\A^\Yi^)>obk^ 

Please note any additional comments or concerns. \A/ajJ -(txts/ar ^oy)t>^ 
<K o/\€ ^'x-ze Knoz-AI c*."? off a id tt> W>>y m\fl^f i€, 

" Thank you! YcWrlnput Is valuable to us. 



n 
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WlndReln'^" Consultation Response form 

Nam* Frdr^V P<'<d4 , . 

What was your overall impression of VVindRein™? l//:/W /^&d 

Mf5/L/> I _ 

Would you purchase this product? C^^) No 

If 'Yes.' what would you consider a liair pdce (or price range)? 

If "No," why not? 

What color preference(s) do you have for this device? ^U7^ ^/^K 

In what other applications do you think WlndRein^ might t}e useful (e.g., 
papertNack boolcs}? -- 

Please note luiy additional comments or concent. 77^y ^ T^T Ia/jTU 



Thank youl Your input is valuable to ua. 
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